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City College of San Francisco President’s
Award. He was truly a man who cherished the
value of public service, and his heartfelt gen-
erosity improved the lives of many Americans.

Mr. Speaker, shortly after the passing of
Dick Swig, the San Francisco Chronicle re-
ported on a recent event that, in my opinion,
is characteristic of this fine man. The Septem-
ber 26, 1997, edition reads:

A while ago, Cissie Swig was honored at a
reception at the Fairmont, and her husband,
Richard, wanted to be there but he wasn’t
feeling well enough (waiting for a heart
transplant at the time) to stand in a receiv-
ing line. So he managed it in his own great
style: sat in a chair in his favorite lobby in
the world and greeted everyone—for what
turned out to be a last time.

Mr. Speaker, Dick Swig was a man who
loved people, who loved San Franciscans, and
who devoted his life to making others feel
comfortable, whether as guests in his hotels or
beneficiaries of his generosity. He will be
greatly missed by all of us who knew him and
who had the opportunity to enjoy his ebullient
and compassionate spirit.
f

TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL
McLAUGHLIN

HON. STEVE R. ROTHMAN
OF NEW JERSEY
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Wednesday, October 29, 1997

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
salute a man who devoted his life to serving
his community. Michael W. McLaughlin served
as a firefighter for almost 12 years in the
towns of Edgewater and Fort Lee before join-
ing the Ridgefield volunteer fire department
where he served as the department’s chief
secretary. He was also a member of the U.S.
Disaster Response Team and the East Bergen
Mutual Aid. He was recently honored at the
16th annual National Firefighters Memorial
Service on October 5, 1997.

Michael McLaughlin zealously embraced the
idea of community service by devoting so
much of his time to his neighbors and families.
He was a member of just about every commit-
tee in the fire department and he was always
ready to help his fellow firefighters in any way
possible.

It was his unique concern and compassion
for others that set the life of Michael
McLaughlin apart. And it is from the concern
and compassion for others where we must
look for guidance and direction in our own
lives. I urge all of my colleagues to join me in
saluting this fallen American hero.
f
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to a friend,
colleague, and great American. Paul
Efthemios Tsongas, a former member of this
body, the U.S. Senate, and a Presidential can-
didate. But Paul Tsongas was more than a
man with fancy job titles. He was a great fa-
ther and a caring husband. He was an ener-

getic activist as well as a local and national
leader.

Born on February 14, 1941, Paul Tsongas
was the son of Greek immigrants. He grew up
in the city of Lowell, a historic textile manufac-
turing center where his father ran a dry clean-
ing business. He held a B.A. from Dartmouth
College and a law degree from Yale. He spent
3 years working with the Peace Corps, which
he often said literally changed his life. For
many years he held numerous positions in
local and State government, and then in 1974
was elected to the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. He served with great distinction for two
terms whereupon he ran and was elected to
the U.S. Senate.

I will always remember Senator Tsongas’
wry sense of humor. He was fond of telling the
story of how, when he was first running for his
Senate seat, he was misidentified in a news
report as ‘‘an obscure first term Congress-
man.’’ He corrected the story by simply saying
that he was ‘‘an obscure second term Con-
gressman.’’

More than a decade ago, Senator Tsongas
was advocating for a well-educated population
in order to boost our Nation’s economy. He
said ‘‘education is the fuel driving our most im-
portant growth sector, the high tech industry.
High technology is an industry that runs on
brain power. In computer science, bio-
engineering, fiber optics, robotics, or any other
high tech field, the basic input is the skill of
the engineers, scientists, and technicians
working there.’’

To honor his memory, his vision, and his
commitment to economic growth and oppor-
tunity, I have introduced legislation creating a
graduate fellowship in his name (H.R. 2749).

The Tsongas Fellowships’ principal goal is
to encourage individuals with exceptionable
achievement and promise, especially mem-
bers of traditionally underrepresented groups,
to pursue careers in science and engineering
fields that confront the global energy and envi-
ronmental challenges of the 21st century.

During the past century, as much as 50 per-
cent of our national economic growth has
been created by technological innovation in
high tech and other brain-powered industries.
In this past century we have literally gone from
horse and buggies to space flight. Today, we
can imagine finding a vaccine for AIDS, or
real-time two way tele-video. Even 10 years
ago, these discoveries seemed unthinkable.
With a continued commitment to education
and research, today’s mysteries will become
tomorrow’s realities.

Engineers have brought a large part of
these innovations into our lives. And our need
for solutions to today’s problems—from toxic
waste to new energy sources—is just as great
as it was 100 years ago.

I can think of few better ways to honor the
man who committed his career to an honest
and open dialog about the issues facing our
country today. By providing a fellowship in his
name we will be bringing his philosophy to
bear—that ‘‘investment is the future.’’
f
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OF INDIANA
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Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to

insert my Washington Report for Wednesday,

October 29, 1997, into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

GLOBALIZATION OF THE ECONOMY

Hoosiers have heard and read a lot about
the globalization of the U.S. economy, but
their reaction is mixed. While some seem to
like the idea, others react with confusion
and concern. What exactly is globalization,
and what does it mean for the U.S. economy?

WHAT IS GLOBALIZATION?
Globalization is the way the economies of

various countries around the world are be-
coming increasingly linked. Economic inter-
action among countries is obviously not new,
as countries have been trading with each
other for centuries. But fundamental
changes in recent years have accelerated
that interaction and reshaped the world
economy. Technological barriers to com-
merce have fallen as transportation and
communications costs have plummeted.
Man-made barriers, like tariffs, have been
drastically reduced. These changes, together
with the rapid industrialization of the devel-
oping world, especially in Asia, and the tran-
sition of the formerly communist countries
to market economies, have dramatically
changed the international economic system
and made it more ‘‘globalized’’.

Over the past decade, world trade has
grown twice as fast as the world economy.
Numerous companies around the globe are
spending several trillion dollars annually on
factories and other facilities in countries
other than their own. And financial market
reforms combined with new information
technologies are enabling traders in various
countries to exchange hundreds of billions of
dollars worth of stocks, bonds, and cur-
rencies every day.

IMPACT ON U.S.
Globalization has affected the U.S. econ-

omy in many ways. The U.S. now exports
one-eighth of everything it produces and
one-third of its agricultural production. Boe-
ing, Caterpillar, and many other large U.S.
firms now sell more than half of their output
in other countries, and export-related jobs
pay on the average 16% more than non-ex-
port jobs. Foreign-owned corporations em-
ploy more than 12 million Americans—5% of
the U.S. workforce. More than half the cars
sold by Toyota in the U.S. are assembled
here, and nearly all of the cars sold by U.S.
automakers include major components made
in foreign countries. Through mutual funds
and pension funds, the earnings of millions
of middle-class Americans have been in-
vested in dozens of foreign stock markets.

DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES

People disagree on whether globalization is
good for the U.S. economy.

Some consider globalization positive for
the U.S. They argue that booming exports
have helped keep our economic expansion
going, reduce our unemployment rate to the
lowest level in 20 years, and, through in-
creased competition, hold inflation down.
They say we are in the best position to pros-
per in an increasingly dynamic international
economy because we have the world’s most
open markets, most productive workers, and
most talented entrepreneurs.

Others see globalization as a problem.
They argue that two key features of
globalization—additional imports from
lower-wage countries and the increased ease
with which U.S. firms can shift production
to other countries—are hurting U.S. wages
and eliminating U.S. jobs.

A third group says globalization simply
hasn’t made much of a difference to the lives
of most Americans. Despite our increasing
links to other countries, trade still accounts
for a significantly smaller share of our total
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economy than in most other industrialized
nations. U.S. growth, unemployment, and in-
flation are still determined mainly by do-
mestic decisions on interest rates, budget
deficits, and the like. And, according to most
economists, technological change has a big-
ger impact on wage stagnation and job loss
than do trade and foreign investment.

None of these perspectives on globalization
is entirely correct, but each has some merit.
Globalization clearly offers great opportuni-
ties to the U.S. economy. Firms capable of
exploiting new foreign markets can bring
valuable returns to their employees and in-
vestors. By keeping prices down and increas-
ing purchasing options, import competition
can benefit consumers and manufacturers.
But developments that offer opportunities to
some Americans pose challenges to others.
Even though technology may be a bigger
threat to U.S. wages and jobs, lower-skilled
workers, in particular, face tough competi-
tion from countries where labor costs are
much lower.

U.S. POLICY

The United States cannot stop
globalization; the economic forces behind it
are simply too strong. Nor could we with-
draw from the world economy. The challenge
for the U.S. is to position itself to benefit
from the major changes now sweeping over
the international economic system so that
we raise the living standards of U.S. resi-
dents overall. We need to seize the opportu-
nities created by globalization while re-
sponding to its costs.

That means, first of all, that we need to
maintain our leadership on trade and con-
tinue to work to improve the international
economic system. All nations will benefit
from policies of openness and engagement,
the kind of international economic system
the U.S. has worked hard to establish for
half a century. Such policies will create new
markets for our products and enhance inter-
national stability and cooperation. By re-
newing fast-track trade negotiating author-
ity, Congress can give the President the crit-
ical tool he needs to open foreign markets
and prevent other countries from reaching
trade agreements that harm our interests.

At the same time, we need to do a better
job of helping lower-skilled workers acquire
the education and training they need to get
the higher-paying, higher-skilled jobs that
our economy is creating. We provide too lit-
tle support to workers who lose their jobs
due to trade. Federal and state worker edu-
cation and training programs are under-
funded and uneven in quality. Efforts to re-
form these programs have stalled several
times in recent years. With the federal budg-
et climate improved, it makes sense to try
again.

CONCLUSION

Our number one concern in this increas-
ingly globalized economy is jobs—good and
secure jobs for Americans. We need to pursue
policies that promote economic growth and
improve living standards for all Americans.
We need to redouble our efforts to better pre-
pare workers for the new jobs our economy is
creating.

f
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HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

introduce the Police and Fireman’s Additional

Compensation Act of 1997. This legislation
would provide added pay for members of the
Metropolitan Police and Fire Department of
the District of Columbia, and to the U.S. Se-
cret Service’s Uniformed Division and the Park
Police who carry out certain technical or haz-
ardous duties.

This bill also would include the additional
compensation paid for service longevity into
retirement calculations for police and fire-
fighters, and is a commonsense and budget-
conscious way to encourage the retirements of
police and firefighters who are at the top of
their respective pay scales and seniority lev-
els.

Under this legislation, members of the U.S.
Secret Service Uniformed Division who travel
to a foreign country in which a state of war or
civil unrest exists would receive an extra $100
a day in addition to his/her basic compensa-
tion and travel expenses.

The Police and Fireman’s Additional Com-
pensation Act of 1997 would save taxpayer
dollars by encouraging the retirements of sen-
ior police and firefighters who have reached
the top of the pay scale. At the same time, the
bill provides needed compensation to those
who risk their lives to protect and preserve our
communities. These brave men and women
provide the highest quality of service to our
citizens; providing them with added com-
pensation is an appropriate way in which to
send a message that we appreciate the dif-
ficult work that they do.
f
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CEUTICAL RIP-OFF BEING PRO-
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, following is the
testimony of Immunex Corp. from an October
21, 1997 hearing before the Senate
Approrpriations Subcommittee on Labor-HHS-
Education.

It describes why a proposal by a number of
drug manufacturers to extend the patent ex-
clusivity on their drugs is a bad deal for con-
sumers and America. Everyone is for in-
creased research on the cure to illnesses—but
charging sick people more for existing medi-
cines while the corporations pocket most of
the monopoly windfall for profits is a lousy
deal.

The end of a Congress is a dangerous time,
when last minute sweetheart deals get added
to ‘‘must pass’’ legislation. The last time a
pharmaceutical company tried this was an
anonymous amendment to the Kennedy-
Kassebaum law to provide special patent pro-
tection to Lodine. the result was a national
outcry and special action to strip the ‘‘gift’’ out
of the bill.

Keep your eyes open everyone—we may be
facing the same robbery attempt again.
STATEMENT BY SCOTT HALLQUIST, SENIOR

VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL
IMMUNEX CORPORATION, BEFORE THE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, EDUCATION, COMMITTEE ON AP-
PROPRIATIONS, U.S. SENATE

October 21, 1997.
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUB-

COMMITTEE: On behalf of the employees and

stockholders of Immunex Corporation, I am
grateful to the Subcommittee for affording
me the opportunity to present Immunex’s
views about the proposed demonstration
project to fund biomedical research through
extensions of market exclusivity for ap-
proved drugs. If implemented, this proposal
would deprive our company of the ability to
provide an important cancer drug to pa-
tients. Using this drug as an example, I will
illustrate for the Subcommittee the punitive
and anticompetitive impact of the proposed
demonstration on private sector research,
health care expenditures, the federal Medi-
care budget, and patient access to affordable
drug therapies.

Immunex is a research-based biopharma-
ceutical company headquartered in Seattle,
Washington. We have approximately 900 em-
ployees throughout the U.S. Our mission is
to develop innovative treatments for pa-
tients with serious medical needs. Since the
company was founded sixteen years ago, we
have spent $483 million on research and de-
velopment—approximately one-half of the
company’s revenues over that same period of
time. In 1996, our total research investments
exceeded $100 million.

Immunex markets seven products in the
U.S. All are used in the treatment of cancer
or to temper the side effects of cancer ther-
apy. As one example, we received FDA ap-
proval to market a chemotherapy drug
called Novantrone for the 80,000 men who
suffer from advanced hormone refractory
prostate cancer. Until Novantrone received
clearance, there were few treatment options
for these patients. In addition to the devel-
opment of innovator drugs like Novantrone,
Immunex has developed a generic form of
paclitaxel, a chemotherapeutic agent used to
treat metastatic ovarian and breast cancers
that have not responded to first line thera-
pies. We intend to market this drug as soon
as the exclusivity period granted to Brisol-
Myers Squibb for its brand, Taxol, expires.

Thus, we are able to consider the proposed
demonstration project from a unique per-
spective—that of a company that is fiercely
committed to research and development,
that develops and markets innovator drugs,
and that also has an interest in generics. In
our view, the proposed demonstration runs
counter to sound public policy and would not
achieve its stated objectives.

Proponents of the demonstration offer two
principal justifications: 1) five years of mar-
ket exclusivity is not sufficient to provide
adequate incentive for companies to conduct
research to develop new drugs; and 2) the
demonstration would provide a source of rev-
enue needed to maintain support for NIH re-
search. Unfortunately, the proposal fails on
both counts.

Perhaps there should be a reexamination of
the purpose and effect of the Waxman-Hatch
market exclusivity law. But the appropria-
tions process is not the proper forum for that
debate. It requires the same level of scrutiny
and consideration that was applied when the
law was first adopted. This is particularly
true in light of the anti-competitive nature
of the demonstration and its likely adverse
impact on patient access to lifesaving thera-
pies. Moreover, the proposed demonstration
does nothing to incentivize new drug devel-
opment since it would extend, by up to five
additional years, market exclusivity for ex-
isting drugs only. It actually would deter re-
search to develop new formulations of drugs
that qualify for the additional protections.
Simply put, other companies that otherwise
might produce new versions with fewer side
effects, easier delivery systems, or greater
efficacy would be unable to receive approval
and would have no incentive to conduct the
research necessary to achieve these kinds of
breakthroughs. Depriving patients in this
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